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those who are prepared to feceive the Darwinian
of the development of man's body, ought not to find
anything to offend them on the ground of improba-
bility in the Scriptural account of the revelation made
by God to the human souL?

In estimating anything which Bishop Butler said, it
is always necessary to bear in mind the precise con-
nection in which it is said. No man that ever rea-
soned so thoroughly proved what he undertook to
prove, but no writer on evidences ever undertook to
prove so little. That we are to expect difficulties in
revelation because there are difficulties in nature, is
not to be received absolutely. "We expect that reve-
lation will remove difficulties in nature. Butler was
arguing with Deists who believed in a wise and bene-
volent Deity. To them the argument had a force
which it could not have to mere sceptics or inquirers.
The difficulty in the way of believing Christianity is
only increased by the additional difficulty in nature in
the way of faith in the Deity.

The objection, however, that revelation should make
natural difficulties plain, is made on the assumption
that revelation is the immediate opposite of nature.
Without ascribing to Butler more than he meant, he
may be said to have given the first hint of learning
the mode of revelation from the Divine working in
nature. The Bishop of Carlisle has made a beginning
with the application of this hint. Some ingenious
theologian, some future Origen or Malebranche, may
be able to complete the parallel between development
in revelation and Mr. Darwin's development in nature.
This will considerably modify our present views of